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rmmruT ---r^"'"" of pf»sons for ai lowance 

Reasons for alk>wanoe are only warranted in instances in which the record of 
.he prosecution as a whole does no. make dear phe Examinees, reasons for allowing a 
claim or daims." 37 C.F.R. 1 .104 (e). In the present case. Applicant believes the record 
as a Whole makes dear «,e reasons for allowance and therefore no statement by the 
Examiner is necessary or warranted, especially since the statement may unfaidy focus 



on certain reasons for altowance 



which ai« not refleded by the prosecution history. 



Therefore, the record should reflect that Applicant does not necessadly agree with each 
statement in the reasons for alk>wance. For example, while Applicant believes the 
daims are allowable. Applicant may not unequ^ocally agroe that patentabilfty r^skles 



solely In the specific feature or combination of features identified, or that each feature or 
combination of features identified Is required for patentability, or that equivalents of any 
of the recited features are outside the scope of the claims. Moreover, to the extent the 
reasons for allowance do not separately address the subject matter of all the claims. 
Applicant does not acquiesce to any inference that the non-addressed claims fail to 
present other reasons for patentability apart from the patentability of the claims which 
were specifically addressed by the Examiner. 
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Respectfully submitted. 
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